We compared measures of laterality obtained by two observational sampling procedures (a 15-min focal-dyad sampling with continuous recording, and a scan and instantaneous sampling), using 10 mother-infant dyads of captive olive baboons. The two measures of lateral biases for maternal cradling, infant nipple preference, infant head position and maternal carrying, but not those for infant retrieval, were positively and significantly correlated. Our results clearly show that the two sampling procedures produce equally sensitive measures of lateral bias for both the maternal and the infant behaviours. They also provide evidence of asymmetries in mean bout length and therefore suggest that recording bouts is not necessarily the best measure of lateral bias. Taken together, these results show empirically that the scan and instantaneous sampling procedure does not lead to a lack of independence of data points, as previously assumed.
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In the past 10 years there has been a plethora of research on the assessment of lateral bias in hand preference in nonhuman primates (New World monkeys: Hook-Costigan & Rogers 1996; Old World monkeys: MacNeilage et al. 1987; Fagot & Vauclair 1991; Marchant & McGrew 1991; Hopkins & Morris 1993; Ward & Hopkins 1993; Hopkins 1996; McGrew & Marchant 1997) . The majority of studies have focused on whether nonhuman primates show population-level handedness in any way that resembles that observed in humans. Population-level handedness is observed when a significant majority of the sample shows the direction in hand use for a specific task or series of tasks. Human subjects are generally considered to show a population-level righthand preference as indicated by the fact that ca. 90% self-report themselves as being right handed which is much higher than would be predicted by chance.
The issue of whether nonhuman primates show a population-level hand preference remains highly controversial and there has been considerable debate concerning the assessment and interpretation of hand preference data in various primate species (see McGrew & Marchant 1997; Hopkins 1999, for contrasting views) . Specifically, some investigators have suggested that population-level hand preferences are manifest in several primate families including great apes (Hopkins 1996), Old and New World monkeys (Lehman 1993; Westergaard et al. 1993; Diamond & McGrew 1994; Hook-Costigan & Rogers 1996) and prosimians (Ward et al. 1993) . In contrast, others have suggested that various methodological and procedural flaws in various studies preclude concluding that any nonhuman primates show population-level hand preferences (Ettlinger 1988; McGrew & Marchant 1997) . For example, McGrew & Marchant (1997, page 226) concluded 'that the biggest, simplest conclusion is that there is yet no compelling evidence that nonhuman primates are lateralized at the population level. That is, neither level 4 nor 5 is the norm for any species, task, or setting . . .' In the five-level model (McGrew & Marchant 1997) , from level 4, the overall distribution of individuals 
